individuals whose food preferences are not met in the latter case be considered food insecure? Further, should agricultural landscapes that currently support much biodiversity be degraded to ensure those preferences are met in the name of food security?
Statistics are often cited suggesting the world must increase food supply by 100-110% by 2050 (Tilman et al. 2011) . Global analyses assess the capacity to meet this demand, for instance by closing agricultural yield gaps (the gap in yield between what is, and what could be, produced from a parcel of land; Foley et al. 2011) . We know little about how closing yield gaps will affect biodiversity, nor, critically, how the consequences for biodiversity would differ if the goals were: (1) Supplying enough food only for the world's hungry, and in regions where it can be accessed by those facing food shortages, as opposed to: (2) Supplying food at the aggregate level to meet all demand, encompassing both the needs of the poor and the preferences of the rich.
The conflation of needs and wants in sustainable intensification
How can humanity provide enough food for a growing population while minimizing threats to biodiversity? One concept championed to produce a "win-win" for food production and biodiversity is "sustainable intensification". Loos and colleagues touched briefly on a point that has been overlooked in much of the scholarly literature: that achieving food security should relate to satisfying the food needs of people who currently face food shortages (Figure 1 ), rather than the wants of increasingly affluent populations and associated dietary shifts from vegetable to animal protein. These two issues are frequently blurred throughout the literature, which speaks in general terms about how much food will be required to meet future demand. This conflation puts on equal terms the moral imperative to feed the world's hungry and the dietary preferences of the world's current-and-future rich.
At the heart of this issue is the very definition of food security, which is met "when all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to sufficient safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for a healthy and active life" (FAO 1996) . This definition arose at the 1996 World Food Summit, replacing the previous definition of "access by all people to enough food to live a healthy and productive life" (see PinstrupAndersen 2009 ). An important distinction must be made between culturally based food preferences and dietary shifts resulting from increases in affluence. The question is, should Analyses that evaluate different approaches to increasing food production, such as land sharing versus land sparing (Phalan et al. 2011) , focus on the comparative effects on biodiversity (ie which approach has the least negative effects on biodiversity?) rather than the absolute effects (ie what is the reduction in species richness or density of a species regionally?). Instead of focusing solely on how we should satisfy demand for food, there needs to be more science on the outcomes for global and regional biodiversity of increasing food production, which can help assess whether all preferences for food should be inevitably satisfied. Satisfying the food wants of people demands additional discussion, particularly as wants that reflect cultural desires may indeed represent a valid objective; however, food wants based on affluencerelated dietary desires may be neither appropriate nor reasonable.
Feeding the hungry is such an obvious moral imperative that few would argue against tackling global hunger in the most sustainable manner possible. By contrast, a more Fellows teach two once-per-week seminar sections each semester; attend the weekly course lecture, faculty meeting, and pedagogical seminar; and carry out research under the guidance of their faculty mentor. In the third year of appointment, one semester of research leave from teaching is provided. In addition to teaching and research, the Fellows participate actively in the development of the course-wide Frontiers of Science curriculum and engage in the intellectual life of the department of affiliation. A competitive annual salary is supplemented by an annual research allowance.
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